Machiavellianism is characterized by planfulness, the ability to delay gratification, and interpersonal antagonism (i.e., manipulativeness and callousness). Although its theoretically positive relations with facets of Conscientiousness should help distinguish Machiavellianism from psychopathy, current measurements of Machiavellianism are indistinguishable from those of psychopathy in large part because of their assessment of low Conscientiousness. The goal of the present study was to create a measure of Machiavellianism that is more in line with theory using an expert-derived profile based on the 30 facets of the five-factor model (FFM) and then test the validity of that measure by comparing it with relevant constructs. Previously collected expert ratings of the prototypical Machiavellian individual on FFM facets yielded a profile of 13 facets including low Agreeableness and high Conscientiousness. Items were written to represent each facet, resulting in a 201-item Five Factor Machiavellianism Inventory (FFMI). Across 2 studies, with a total of 710 participants recruited via Mechanical Turk, the FFMI was reduced to its final 52-item form and was shown to relate as expected to measures of Big Five personality traits, current Machiavellianism measures, psychopathy, narcissism, ambition, and impulsivity. The FFMI is a promising alternative Machiavellianism measure.
focuses on identifying commonalities among and differences across them (e.g., Veselka & Vernon, 2014) . The DT has been studied in social-personality, clinical, developmental, and industrial-organizational psychology contexts in relation to a variety of outcomes (for a review, see Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013) .
Recent work (e.g., O'Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, Story, & White, 2015; Vize, Lynam, Collison, & Miller, 2018) suggests that current MACH and PSY measures both assess PSY, although expert ratings and descriptions suggest that the personality profiles of these two constructs are distinct (Miller, Hyatt, Maples-Keller, Carter, & Lynam, 2017) . The redundancy is seen in the high correlations between scores on these constructs and the extremely similar relations they bear to external correlates. Although both constructs should be characterized by high levels of antagonism, they should differ in their relations to disinhibition, with MACH individuals possessing high levels of constraint and PSY individuals possessing low levels. However, existing measures of MACH (i.e., MACH-IV, scales from the Dirty Dozen and Short Dark Triad) are positively correlated with measures of impulsivity and disinhibition and appear interchangeable with current measures of PSY (Vize et al., 2018) . In order for personality researchers to more accurately assess MACH and better distinguish it from PSY, a new measure is needed-one that includes adequate constraint and maps more closely onto theoretical expectations. Such a measure might also prove useful in applied settings in the context of workplace behaviors (e.g., Greenbaum, Hill, Mawritz, & Quade, 2017; Pilch & Turska, 2015) .
One way to assess the underlying traits of NAR, PSY, and MACH is with traits from the five-factor model (FFM). The FFM has been shown to have robust relations to these constructs, with the same facets emerging as important across studies and methods. Previous research has used these trait maps to develop measures of complex personality constructs using expert ratings (e.g., PSY: Lynam et al., 2011) . Scales that have been developed based on FFM traits have demonstrated strong validity compared with other measures of the same construct (Wilson, Miller, Zeichner, Lynam, & Widiger, 2011) as well as external criteria theoretically related to the construct (Miller, Gentile, & Campbell, 2013) .
The goal of the present project was to create and begin validation of a new measure of MACH. We used expert ratings to identify relevant facets, wrote items to capture more extreme and more MACH-specific manifestations of these traits, and selected items using item-response theory (IRT) analyses. Finally, we began the scale validation process by comparing it with existing MACH measures as well as other theoretically relevant measures (aggression, antisocial behavior, impulsivity, and ambition).
Method Expert Ratings and Scale Development
Expert ratings were taken from Miller et al. (2017) , who asked DT researchers to rate the prototypical MACH on the 30 facets of the FFM. There was good agreement among the 36 experts who provided ratings; thus, scores were averaged for each of the 30 facets. A facet was included in the final profile if it had an average rating greater than 4 or less than 2, or if the z score 1 was one standard deviation above or below the overall mean. Thirteen facets met these criteria (see Table 1 ). For each trait, we generated items that were more extreme or more MACH-specific than the original FFM items. This process resulted in a final initial item pool of 201 items.
Participants
Participants for both the derivation and validation study were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Although MTurk workers are generally better educated, younger, and overrepresentative of European Americans and Asian Americans compared with the U.S. population (Chandler & Shapiro, 2016) , research has shown that MTurk provides high-quality data that is more demographically diverse than traditional college samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) . For both the derivation and validation studies, participants had to be from the United States, speak English, and be 18 years of age or older. In the derivation sample, there were initially 509 respondents. After eliminating participants missing three or more attention checks, endorsing four or more Infrequency or Virtue items from the Elemental Psychopathy Assessment (Lynam et al., 2013) , and extreme use of single response categories, the final sample was 430 participants (54% female, 82% White). There were 318 initial participants in the validation sample. After removing invalid responses using the same procedures, the final sample included 280 participants (65% female, 78% White), above the participant number at which correlations stabilize (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013) .
Procedure
All study procedures were approved by the relevant institutional review board. MTurk workers who clicked on the HIT (MTurk task) for each study were invited to "complete a series of questionnaires that ask about yourself, your personality, and specific behaviors." If the worker chose to accept the HIT, they were provided with an informed consent form that explained the purpose of the study, outlined what participating in the study entailed, and explained confidentiality procedures to ensure that their participation was anonymous.
Participants in the derivation study were told the study would take about 30 min and that they would be compensated $1.00 for their time. After reading the consent form, participants completed a demographics questionnaire, the 201-item FFMI, and 24 validity items. Participants in the validation study were exposed to similar procedures. They were told they would be compensated $2.00 for completing the task and that the HIT would take approximately 1.5 hr.
Measures
Derivation study participants completed a basic demographics form, the developmental version of the FFMI, and validity items. Participants in the validation study completed the same demographics form, the final form of the FFMI, and the measures described below.
1 Z scores were calculated by subtracting the mean of the average facet ratings from each facet mean and dividing by the standard deviation of the average facet ratings. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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Five factor Machiavellianism inventory (FFMI).
The developmental form of the FFMI consisted of 201 items answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from disagree strongly to agree strongly. There were 13 subscales, each representing a facet of the FFM identified as prototypically Machiavellian; sample items for each scale are presented in Table 1 .
Attention check. Eight attention check items (e.g., "Please select Strongly Disagree") were also included and were used to identify invalid responders.
MACH-IV. The MACH-IV (Christie & Geis, 1970) consists of 20 items assessing attitudes toward human nature, lack of concern with morality, and the use of manipulative interpersonal strategies. In the present study, the MACH-IV had an alpha coefficient of .76.
Short dark triad-3 (D3-short). The D3-Short (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) consists of 27 items, nine items for each DT trait. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale. MACH items assess manipulative behavior, beliefs in human nature, and planful deceit. Reliability coefficients for the MACH, PSY, and NAR scales were .85, .78, and .82, respectively.
Dirty dozen. The Dirty Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010 ) is a 12-item measure of the DT and consists of four items per scale. Reliability coefficients for the MACH, PSY, and NAR scales were .88, .81, and .87, respectively.
Self-report psychopathy scale version III (SRP-III).
The SRP-III (Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, in press ) is a 64-item measure of PSY with four subscales: Interpersonal Manipulation (␣ ϭ .81), Callous Affect (␣ ϭ .83), Erratic Lifestyle (␣ ϭ .81), and Antisocial Behavior (␣ ϭ .77). The total scale had an alpha coefficient of .92.
Narcissistic personality inventory (NPI). The NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1979 ) is a 40-item forced-choice response measure based on the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (3rd ed.; DSM-III; American Psychiatric Association, 1980) criteria for narcissistic personality disorder (NPD). In the present study, the NPI had an alpha coefficient of .89. (Maples, Guan, Carter, & Miller, 2014) is comprised of 120 items that measure the 30 facets of the five domains of the FFM. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the domains ranged from .85 to .93.
International personality item pool representation of the NEO PI-R short form (IPIP-NEO SF). The IPIP-NEO SF

UPPS impulsive behavior scale (UPPS).
The UPPS (Whiteside & Lynam, 2001 ) uses 59 items to assess five impulsigenic traits: Negative Urgency (␣ ϭ .91), (low) Premeditation (␣ ϭ .89), (low) Perseverance (␣ ϭ .89), Sensation Seeking (␣ ϭ .88), and Positive Urgency (␣ ϭ .95).
Crime and analogous behavior scale (CAB). The CAB (Miller & Lynam, 2003 ) is a 55-item self-report measure of externalizing behaviors yields five composites: alcohol/drug use, property crime, violent crime, total crime, and risky sexual behavior.
Reactive and proactive aggression questionnaire (RPQ). The RPQ (Raine et al., 2006 ) is a 23-item self-report measure of two aggression scales: Proactive (11 items, ␣ ϭ .82) and Reactive (12 items, ␣ ϭ .83).
Revised self-report of aggression and social behavior (SRASBM). The SRASBM (Morales & Crick, 1999) uses 56 items to assess proactive peer aggression (␣ ϭ .85), reactive peer aggression (␣ ϭ .88), and romantic aggression (␣ ϭ .78).
Aspiration index. The Aspiration Index (Kasser & Ryan, 1993) assesses extrinsic aspirations (i.e., wealth, fame, and image; ␣ ϭ .92) and intrinsic aspirations (i.e., meaningful relationships, personal growth, and community contributions; ␣ ϭ .89).
BIS/BAS drive scale. The BIS/BAS scale (Carver & White, 1994) assesses two general motivational systems using 24 items. Three subscales comprised the BAS scale: drive (␣ ϭ .77), fun- This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
seeking (␣ ϭ .65), and reward responsiveness (␣ ϭ .77). There is one BIS scale (␣ ϭ .83).
Results and Discussion
First, items were excluded based on low variability, redundancy (i.e., correlated at .70 or higher), or low commonality (i.e., corrected ITC less than .30). Next, IRT analyses were applied to the remaining items in each subscale. Final items were selected based on three considerations: which items provided the most information, which items together provided the most coverage across the latent trait, and which items yielded fairly even numbers of reversed and nonreversed items. Cronbach's alphas were generally good and are provided in Table 1 , along with information on interitem correlations and unidimensionality (i.e., comparative fit index and Tucker-Lewis index from single-factor models). The final version of the FFMI (available in the online supplemental materials) consisted of 52 items, with 13 subscales comprised of four items each.
An exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring with an oblimin rotation was conducted on the 13 FFMI subscales in the derivation sample. The scree plot suggested a three-factor solution, whereas Horn's (1965) parallel analysis and Velicer's (1976) minimum average partial (MAP) test suggested two-factor solutions. After extracting two, three, and four factors, the threefactor solution yielded the most homogeneous (and therefore interpretable) factors and accounted for 66.48% of the variance. Factor loadings are presented in the online supplemental materials Table 1 . The first factor, Agency, comprised Achievement (.46), Activity (.73), Assertiveness (.78), Competence (.81), Invulnerability (.70), and Self-confidence (.88). The second factor, Antagonism, comprised Selfishness (low Altruism; .73), Immodesty (.62), Manipulativeness (low Straightforwardness; .69), Callousness (low Tendermindedness; .81), and Cynicism (low Trust; .44). The third factor, Planfulness, had two scales loading on it (Deliberation, .77 and Order, .78). Subscales loaded primarily on single factors with the exception of Achievement which had a secondary loading on Antagonism (.32).
This analysis was repeated in the validation sample. Analysis of the scree plot suggested up to a four-factor solution, whereas the results from a parallel analysis and MAP test suggested a twofactor solution. After extracting two, three, and four factors from the subscales, the three-factor solution appeared to be the best fit and corresponded to the factors extracted in the derivation study. Structure matrix loadings for the FFMI subscales in both samples are presented in the online supplemental materials Table 1 . Tucker's congruence coefficients, indexing the similarity of loadings across samples (Lorenzo-Seva & ten Berge, 2006), were 0.98 and greater across factors.
Single-construct measures of DT constructs (the SRP-III, NPI, and MACH-IV) and DT measures assessing all three constructs simultaneously (Dirty Dozen and SDT) were significantly correlated with the FFMI and with each other (see Table 2 in the online supplemental materials). Specifically, intercorrelations among current MACH scales ranged from .55 to .67, rs among NAR scales ranged from .52 to .79, and rs among PSY scales ranged from .55 to .75. Current MACH and NAR scale intercorrelations ranged from .25 to .52. PSY measures were correlated with NAR measures from .37 to .56. Notably, current MACH measures were correlated nearly as strongly with PSY measures as they were with each other, with rs ranging from .47 to .70. The FFMI Total score showed modest relations to current MACH measures (r ϭ .15-.27) and PSY measures (r ϭ .14 -.16), and stronger relations with NAR measures (r ϭ .28 -.53). Results indicate that we were successful in developing a MACH measure less strongly correlated with PSY than current MACH measures. It is clear that the FFMI differs from existing measures of MACH given its relatively small (yet significant) correlations with these measures.
Next, we examined correlations between the 30 facets of the FFM and the FFMI as well as DT composite measures created from existing inventories (see Table 3 in the online supplemental materials for individual scale results). In general, the FFMI total score was negatively correlated with facets of Neuroticism and Agreeableness and positively related to facets of Extraversion and Conscientiousness (see Table 2 ). The FFMI's relations with Openness were less consistent, but its total score was significantly negatively correlated with Emotionality and Liberalness. In contrast, current MACH measures showed mixed relations with Extraversion facets, positive relations with Neuroticism facets, and negative relations with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness facets.
The similarity coefficients presented at the bottom of Table 2 index the degree of similarity between the FFM correlational profiles of given constructs. Although the correlational profile of the FFMI Total score was similar to the expert FFM profile of NAR (r ϭ .48) and PSY (r ϭ .50), it was more similar to the expert profile of MACH (r ϭ .65). This was not true of existing MACH measures, all of which were more similar to expert ratings of PSY and NAR. The FFM correlational profiles of the composite scores of PSY and MACH were essentially identical (r ϭ .97), whereas the expert profiles of MACH and PSY were far less similar (r ϭ .54). These results suggest that we were successful in developing a MACH scale that was more consistent with the expert FFM profile of MACH than current MACH measures, as well as less similar to the expert FFM profile for PSY than current MACH measures.
The three factors of the FFMI differed in their relations to FFM facets (see Table 2 ). As expected, FFMI Antagonism was most strongly negatively correlated with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness facets; however, Agency and Planfulness were positively related to these facets. One exception was the modesty facet of Agreeableness, with which Agency had a significantly negative correlation. In general, the FFM profile of Antagonism was quite distinct from the profile for Planfulness and somewhat distinct from the profile for Agency, whereas the profiles for Agency and Planfulness were similar. This illustrates the difficulty noted by Miller et al. (2017) in writing individual items that assess low Agreeableness and high Conscientiousness-Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are moderately positively correlated. It also helps explain why the FFMI total score is not as saturated with low Agreeableness as might be expected-its components bear opposite relations to Agreeableness.
We also examined the FFMI's relations to relevant criteria (see Table 3 ). The FFMI was unrelated to any of the aggression outcomes; in contrast, the composite MACH score was strongly positively related to all types of aggression. This was also the case for NAR and PSY. In addition, the FFMI was less correlated with antisocial behavior, gambling, and substance use than current This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
measures of both MACH and PSY, although it was significantly correlated with violent behavior as measured by the CAB. The Antagonism factor of the FFMI reproduced the relations to aggression exhibited by existing measures of MACH, which, in conjunction with the high similarity between FFM profiles for FFMI Antagonism and MACH measures, suggests that current measures are primarily measures of antagonism. If the MACH individual was solely antagonistic and, by the natural correlation between Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, lacked impulse control, one might expect to find high levels of aggression. However, although MACH individuals are antagonistic, they possess good impulse control, which should allow them to act aggressively only when circumstances require it. From this latter perspective, one would not expect to find general relations to aggression.
The FFMI bore significant negative relations with impulsivityrelated traits in contrast to the MACH composite, which was significantly positively correlated with all of the UPPS scales. The FFMI showed higher positive correlations with the BAS Drive and BAS Reward Responsiveness scales than current measures of MACH and PSY. The FFMI was also more negatively correlated with items on the BIS scale. The FFMI was positively related to both extrinsic (wealth, fame, image) and intrinsic (meaningful relationships, personal growth, community contributions) aspirations. In contrast, the composite MACH score was positively related to extrinsic, but negatively related to intrinsic, aspirations.
These findings suggest that MACH individuals, assessed via the FFMI, are not impulsive. It is important to note that these findings This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
distinguished the FFMI from both current MACH measures and current PSY measures. Findings from the BIS and BAS scales suggest that FFMI MACH is characterized not only by planfulness and deliberation but also by goal-oriented behavior, high responsiveness to reward, and emotional stability. These findings were weaker and/or ran in the opposite direction for current measures of MACH. It may seem surprising that the FFMI was related to intrinsic aspirations, as one of the subscales was related to having meaningful relations with people. This relation, however, was because of the positive relations for Agency and Planfulness outweighing the negative relation for Antagonism in the total score. In sum, the FFMI appears to be a promising new measure of MACH that obviates many of the problems with existing measures. There is, however, more work to be done given limitations of the current studies. The first is that the data were gathered via self-report measures. Future studies involving lab tasks and behavioral observations may be interesting extensions of how these personality characteristics play out in "real world" (or simulated real world) interactions. A second limitation was our use of an unselected sample, which may have led to low base rates in MACH traits. Future work could oversample for MACH individuals by identifying individuals in corporate management positions or other high-powered jobs or those who score highly on measures of ambition. Finally, it should be noted that our approach to building the FFMI via the use of expert ratings on FFM traits is but one among many to constructing a MACH scale. We like the expert approach because we feel that the FFM provides a relatively comprehensive lexicon of traits and the construction of the average expert profile serves to blunt the idiosyncrasies of any single expert, while highlighting points of agreement. These limitations notwithstanding, the present study adds a finer-grained understanding of MACH to the literature and provides a measure that is more closely related to the theoretical trait profile of MACH. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
